UP FRONT

a scientific and conservation organization
from a club for whalers.
In truth, total compliance with an end
to commercial whaling never became a
reality until 1989. Worse still, three
nations-Japan, Iceland, and Norwaynot only conducted commercial whaling
during some of those years but also concocted so-called research whaling, on
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Whales Face Uncertain Future
Will 1990 bring permanent protection?
uring this century, we have witnessed the unprecedented destruction of the great whales, due
not only to advanced technology but also
to a philosophy of greed based on exhausting a resource as quickly as possible, rather than conserving it. As a result,
many of the remaining whale populations
teeter on the brink of extinction.
For example, in a recently completed,
decade-long survey conducted off the
coast of Antarctica, scientists found only
453 blue whales in an area where they expected to find at least ten times that many.
This result, while shocking, was not surprising to many in animal protection who
have been warning for decades that no one
knows enough about whales to harvest
them commercially. The HSUS also endorsed that view and has worked aggressively to end whaling, not only
because of incomplete population figures

but also because we believe whales can
never be killed humanely.
If we look at the recent statistics on blue
whales and add them to growing environmental threats such as oil spills,
driftnet fisheries, and toxic pollutants
dumped into the oceans, we can only conclude that the world can't afford to let
whaling continue, in any form.
We are at a turning point in the history
of man's relationship with whales, when
it is still possible to end the cruel and unnecessary business of whaling. As we
look towards the 1990s, there are renewed hopes for saving the environment.
There are efforts to stop the destructive
consumption of our resources, because it
is clear such consumption will destroy
ourselves, as well. Ironically, the great
whales have been a symbol of these efforts since 1972, when the seeds of the
international environmental movement

In 1984, the Japanese whaling ship Ryuho Maru brought in two sperm whales for
processing. The Japanese remain the greatest threat to the recovery of whale stocks.
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which basis they gave themselves kill
quotas. All three countries were able to
use this scientific-research loophole as a
means to keep their whalers afloat
because such "scientifically" harpooned
whale meat was worth millions of dollars.
Most of it was caught by or sold to the
Japanese.
In response, the IWC adopted resolu-
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aside, and said• "That's all right with me,
big boy," and moved confidently through
On August !6, 1989, Amanda Blake,
the crowd:· She appeared on game shows,
''Miss Kitty.'' on the fabled television which.sheloved, and sent her winnings
shoW "Gunsnioke" arzd a former to animal organizations. Ol1ce, while appearing oh the Doris Day program,
member of the HSUSboard of directors,
died in California after a long illness. For Amanda told ofher concern for wildlife
dectldes, Miss Blake used her public in the· wild> and tears began to stream
position to advance the cause ofanimal · down ·herface. She said, ''I'm sorry,
protection, particularly the welfare of
captive wildlife. At the request of HSUS
President John A. Hoyt, .Sue Pressman,
fonnerHSUSdirector of captivrt wildlife
and a long~time friend of Miss Blake~
wrotrt ·this tribute.

AMANDA B.LAKE:
A REMEMBRANCE

Japanese buyers examine whale meat
destined for local consumers.
were first sown at a major conference in
Stockholm. The rallying cry was to save
the great whales; everyone knew that, if
mankind couldn't save whales, it couldn't
hope to save anything else on the planet.
Much has happened in the nearly
twenty years since the plight of whales
became a cause celebre. The numbers of
whales killed dropped dramatically; a few
sanctuaries were carved out of the Indian
Ocean, and several calving grounds
elsewhere in the world were protected.
But 1990 will be a pivotal year; commercial whalers hope to reverse the tide of
whale conservation and head out to sea
once more.

International Whaling Commission
In 1982, the International Whaling
Commission (IWC), a body set up by international treaty to set quotas for
whalers, made a landmark decision to
adopt a moratorium on commercial whaling. Certain concessions were made to the
whaling nations, which were, not surprisingly, bitterly opposed to this decision.
These concessions allowed them three
years to comply with the moratorium and
promised a "comprehensive assessment
of the effects of the moratorium on all
whale stocks" to begin by 1990. This
assessment did not automatically mean
whaling could begin again; rather, it
signalled the evolution of the IWC into
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lost. a frien. d .today.-.so .di.d you;. so
did the animals. Amanda Blake
died with some of her work left undone; Dedicated people will fill the spa~
she leaves as best they can, but it won't
be the same.
·
Amanda was serious about her animal
work, and for a star of that magnitude
to give of her time and funds was hot as
usual as it is today, twenty years. later.
The charm of Amanda was that she did
not take ·herself seriously. She was· tall,
five feet, ten inches, with bright red hair;
she had, as they say, a presence. She had
the strength of Miss Kitty, and, at the
same time, a heart of mush.
I remember when she· testified on
behalf of The HSUS at a rodeo hearing
in the middle of cowboy country. After
she had spoken in a very hostile court~
room, one rodeo cowboy blocked her exit
and said, "Miss kitty, after what you
said, I'll never watch 'Gunsmoke' again."
John Hoyt was just to the rear of Amanda
and worried that there might be trouble.
Amanda looked up at this fellow, placed
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Amanda Blake

ifi don't pull myself together, my friend
Sue Pressman· will kill me." All her
friends were aware of her soft heart and
close tears, Roger Caras began it first,
I think, but we all called her Hank; what
inost people didll't know was that it was
short for Hankie.
Her animal work covered a wide range
of issues, each separate and distinct, but
all related~donating funds to a number
of small local humane groups, giving her
time to fund-raisers for animal organizations, making promotional films for
animal care, and, of course, serving for
years on the HSUS board of directors.

tions every year, beginning in 1987, opposing these bogus research programs,
stating they are inadequate and add little
to the body of knowledge about whales.
Nevertheless, all three nations continued
to conduct lethal "research" whaling
right through 1989. Japan and Norway
plan to continue into 1990 and beyond.
Obviously, it is a sham to say there can

That board has always been a working
board, and that was important to
Amanda. What many of you may not
have known, but the zoological world
knew, was her professional work on the
breeding and nutrition of the captive
cheetah. Much of her data was helpful
to the display programs in zoos.
Amanda's interest in wildlife was well
known, but the soft spot in her heart was
for those animals in Africa. Amanda
considered East Africa her second home.
We all felt she would retire there in a few
years. However, her work was not done
here in the United States. As a respected
Hollywood and TV star, she felt that she
could have a positive impact on those
who use animals in entertainment. She
began to work with the Performing
Animal Welfare Society and her friends
Pat Derby and Ed Stewart. She shared a
home with these two people and all the
wild exotic leftovers from the acting
world. Amanda helped to care for lions,
elephants, Harriet the baboon, and a
great many others. It made her postponing Africa more bearable. Although
Amanda did not cook, my favorite
memory of her will be in her kitchen,
complete with eyelashes, caftan, and hair
just so, up to her elbows in cheetah food.
Her energy level was such that once,
when she visited me in Washington to
testify before Congress-writing all her
own testimony, attending an HSUS board
meeting, making a trip to the zoo, and
visiting federal agencies to look into laws
on animal welfare-! needed a day off,
but she flew off to make a "Gunsmoke"
episode.
There is no doubt that we will not fmd
her equal. Amanda Blake will be missed.
I loved her, and so did you.
•

be a comprehensive assessment on the effects of the moratorium on whale stocks
in hopes of starting commercial whaling
again when, in fact, there has been no real
moratorium.
Boycott
The HSUS and several other groups
worldwide have been conducting a consumer boycott of fish products from these
three remaining whaling nations. Whaling
nations' fishing industries are closely
related to-and often own and operatewhaling companies.
By far, the most comprehensive and successful action to date has been against
Iceland.
The HSUS began the boycott in 1987 and
was joined in 1988 by Greenpeace, which
launched a massive, international
grassroots effort. As a result, Icelandic
newspapers were reporting losses of $50
million to their fishing industry. This concentrated public pressure on Iceland forced
it to announce at the 1989 IWC meeting
in San Diego, California, that it would not
conduct any lethal scientific research on
whales in 1990. This is a truly resounding
victory for the whales and everyone who
participated in the boycott.
The HSUS would like to join with
Greenpeace in thanking Red Lobster,
Shoney's, Long John Silver's, and the many
school systems that took action on this
issue. We must also thank our HSUS
members, who responded to this important
campaign.
While we are happy that no boycott will
be necessary against Iceland in 1990, we
are deeply concerned that there is a concerted effort planned by Iceland, Japan,
Norway, and possibly other former whaling nations to begin commercial whaling
again in 1991.
Focus on Japan
Japan has shown no sign of accepting the
conclusion that whaling is no longer an appropriate use of the world's whales. It has
been and continues to be the primary consumer of whale meat, providing a market
incentive for other whaling nations such as
Iceland. Japan shocked the IWC this year
with the announcement that it was killing
more dolphins and other smaller whales
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Compromise in the Desert
Ravens, tortoises protected

I

HSUS Senior Vice President Patricia Forkan (center) joins protesters and media representatives outside the meeting of the IWC held in June in San Diego.

because it couldn't kill enough large
whales. Dr. Roger Payne, HSUS 1989
Krutch Medalist and world-renowned
whale biologist, said, "This constitutes a
hostage situation. The Japanese are holding
Baird's Beaked whales and Dall's porpoises
as hostages in exchange for minke whales."
Since the IWC has no jurisdiction over
these smaller cetaceans, it is helpless to act
against Japan in this matter.
Japan has vigorously opposed all efforts
to protect remaining whale resources and
continues each year to push for a renewal
of commercial whaling. There have been
reports that Japan is trying to obtain
"friendly" votes at the IWC by providing
foreign aid to some of the smaller, poorer
countries that are members of the IWC.
Drastically different voting patterns from
one year to the next suggest this may be
true.
The HSUS has tried, through legal and
legislative efforts, to enforce U.S. laws that
allow President George Bush to embargo
fish products from any country not complying with IWC directives. It is time for
the United States to get tough and embargo
a major portion of the $500 million in
Japanese fishery products corning into the
United States annually.
Norway may be closer to ending whaling because of recent changes in its government. Norway's Prime Minister GRO Har-

lem Bruntland has taken strong environmental positions in many other areas,
so there is room for optimism about the
whale issue. Norway's scientific research
will result in the death of 20 rninke whales
in 1990. However, if it does not stop, all
of its future projections move it back
towards the killing of hundreds of whales.
Given the Icelandic decision not to whale
in 1990 and the hopeful glimmer in Norway, the real enemy of whales in the 1990s
is Japan. It has made no secret of its desire
to kill thousands of small rninke whales in
the Antarctic as well as off its own coast.
To make matters worse, it has increased its
kill of smaller cetaceans in their place.
Massive demonstrations are planned
throughout the United States and Europe
over the next year to protest the continued
arrogance and greed of Japanese whaling
companies.
The HSUS is asking everyone to join the
campaign. We also ask our members to
send letters to President Bush asking him
to enforce U.S. laws against the Japanese
whalers.
If Japan can be stopped, we will have
won a tremendous victory. If it cannot,
then the decade of the '90s will reverberate
with the roar of harpoons as they are fired
at fleeing whales. The resulting quiet could
be forever.-Patricia Forkan, senior vice
president of The HSUS
•
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t won't surprise anyone to learn that
The HSUS has been actively trying
to protect ravens from a mass government poisoning program in the Mojave
Desert. Indeed, we filed and won a lawsuit
to accomplish that objective. However,
what may be surprising is that the ravens
were being killed because they were supposedly eating desert tortoises, an endangered species. Of course, The HSUS
strongly supports protecting critically endangered species such as the desert tortoise. For that reason, we had to make
every effort to save ravens and protect the
dwindling tortoise population. We were
successful, and the details of our action
may bring into focus the complexities of
trying to protect wildlife in today's world.
The action really began in 1988, when
The HSUS received a call from the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) asking
that we become involved in an issue concerning ravens eating desert tortoises. The
BLM sent material describing the tor-
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toises' plight. Tortoises are endangered in
California, due to a host of threats including livestock grazing, off-road vehicle use, suburbanization of habitat, vandalism, and collection by individuals seeking pets. In recent years, raven predation
has reportedly become significant in some
areas. Raven populations have boomed
due to the proliferation of garbage dumps,
sewage lagoons, and urbanization. The
ELM's proposed response to the tortoise
problem was to allow the killing of 1,500
ravens, principally by baiting land-fills
and garbage dumps with poison.
The HSUS objected most vehemently
to this proposal as a needless, wasteful,
and inhumane destruction of these
animals. The ravens that live in garbage
dumps are not the ravens that have
established territories and habitually prey
on desert tortoises in the Mojave Desert.
(An expert affidavit demonstrated that
ravens at garbage dumps are likely to be
from a population entirely different from

those that have established territories and
live in the desert.) We reasoned that
poisoning was not only cruel (because it
could take days for the birds to die) but
also non-selective in that it did not target
ravens that were known or even suspected
of eating tortoises. Since the non-selective
poison would not act immediately, the socalled limit of 1,500 birds killed could
well be substantially exceeded because
many poisoned birds would never be
found.
This plan for mass non-selective killing
of ravens was in direct contrast to the
careful work of BLM biologists, who had
identified approximately twenty individual
ravens with established territories in the
Desert Tortoise Natural Area which had
been implicated in habitual predation on
desert tortoises. In another specific area,
the BLM had similarly identified another
forty ravens. These identifications contrasted sharply with ELM's proposed program to build platforms and poison a large
number of ravens in a garbage dump.
The HSUS took the position that the
BLM should attempt non-lethal methods
of controlling ravens as a first line of
defense. However, if non-lethal methods
proved unsatisfactory, specific individual
ravens could be killed if these were shown
to be habitually preying on desert tortoises. Under the HSUS proposal, no
ravens would be killed at garbage dumps
or in other areas where they were not
known to be so implicated. The BLM
refused our proposal.
Accordingly, in late May, The HSUS,
through the dedicated pro bono services
of Jeffrey H. Howard, Esq., of Miller &
Chevalier in Washington, D.C., brought
suit in U.S. District Court. We requested
a temporary restraining order that would
stop mass poisoning of ravens by the BLM
but would allow specific individual ravens
known to be preying upon desert tortoises
to be kmed by marksmen. The court
granted the temporary order. The BLM
was thus allowed to kill specific individual
predating ravens that threatened the endangered desert tortoise but was prohibited from implementing a mass poisoning program that would result in mass,
non-selective killing of ravens.
The next step was to seek a preliminary
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injunction against the BLM. A trial date
was set for the end of June. However, with
our victory on the temporary restraining
order acknowledged, the BLM apparently
felt much more inclined to settle the whole
case. While confident that we could win
a preliminary injunction, The HSUS saw
the opportunity to craft a final decision
that had the potential for helping tortoises
and saving countless numbers of ravens.
We hoped, too, to set a precedent for any
future programs involving ravens and tortoises. We entered settlement negotiations
with the BLM.
On June 29, 1989, after days of negotiation, The HSUS and the federal government, representing the BLM, went before
the U.S. District Court Judge Royce
Lamberth. The judge signed our agreement, a substantial victory in our attempts
to put together a management plan that
benefited both ravens and tortoises.
The results?
• There will be no mass poisoning of
ravens at garbage dumps or landfills.
• Non-lethal methods to alleviate problems must be assiduously attempted.
• The HSUS will supply materials, at our
cost, for making raven-resting places in
the Desert Tortoise Natural Area inhospitable to ravens. This will represent
a serious attempt at non-lethal control.
• Lethal control of ravens will only be
allowed in specific areas where ravens
have been positively identified as habitually preying upon desert tortoises.
• When lethal controls are allowed,
shooting must be tried first, except in
areas where power lines prohibit it.
• A very limited number of chicken eggs
in which poison has been injected may be
used if rifles and non-lethal controls are
unsuccessful.
• Where such eggs are used, the number
will be strictly limited, the eggs must be
under observation at all times while they
are in the field; the eggs may only remain
in the field for ten days.
• If any non-target bird comes within fifty
feet of the poisoned eggs, the eggs must
be immediately removed.
• No more than 56 ravens may be killed.
The settlement, we feel, will save the
lives of a minimum of nearly 1,500 ravens
while meeting the legitimate needs of the
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desert tortoise for protection. The longterm solution to the problems of ravens
and tortoises is to eliminate organic waste
at landfills by covering them better, by
covering sewage lagoons, and by improving sanitation practices in suburban
developments. For the desert tortoise, ending the use of off-road vehicles, limiting

livestock grazing, and ending vandalism
and collection give real protection to this
species. Although we did not get a
"perfect" solution, in our view, both the
ravens and the tortoises won in this complicated case of animal protection.-John
W. Grandy, HSUS vice president for
wildlife and the environment
•

LABORATORY ANIMALS

Cosmetics Testing on Animals
The logjam breaks-or does it?
his has been a year for mixed messages from the cosmetics industry
concerning its controversial use of
animals in product testing. Several leading
cosmetics companies have announced an
end to their animal testing, but the industry's trade association is soliciting a
million dollars for a war chest to oppose
animal protectionists' efforts to phase out
cosmetics testing on animals. Questions
linger about those companies that claim
to have abandoned animal testing.

The Good News
On June 22, Avon Products, Inc., announced a permanent end to animal
testing (although ingredients may still be
tested). Eight days later, Revlon, Inc., announced that it had completed plans to end
its use of animal tests. On August 2, The
New York Times reported that Faberge,
Inc. , had stated that the company had
already stopped animal testing without
publicly announcing the change. Avon,
Revlon, and Faberge rank first, second,
and fourth respectively in sales among
U.S. cosmetics companies.
Earlier in the year, Mary Kay Cosmetics, Inc., and the Amway Corporation
(makers of household products as well as
cosmetics) announced moratoria on
animal testing. Mary Kay's announcement
came in May in the aftermath of a series
of "Bloom County" comic strips that lampooned the company's testing practices.
Amway's low-profile moratorium began

on June 1. Animal protectionists are
waiting to see if Amway and Mary Kay
follow up their moratoria with a permanent end to animal testing.
The Noxell Corporation, which markets
Noxema skin products and Cover Girl and
Clarion cosmetics, announced that, effective January 1, 1989, it had substituted a
non-animal alternative for 80-90 percent
of the ocular-irritation testing usually done
on animals. In April, The HSUS learned
that Cosmair, Inc., marketer of L'Oreal
and Lancome products, no longer conducts the Draize Acute Eye-Irritancy Test.
The animal tests that have been the
target of much of the controversy are the
Draize Acute Eye-Irritancy Test and the
LD-50 Test. In the former, a chemical is
placed in the eyes of restrained rabbits to
provide a crude indication of whether the
substance causes injury. Ulceration of the
eyeball can result. In the LD-50 Test,
chemicals are force-fed or otherwise administered to mice, rats, and other animals
to determine the dosage that will kill 50
percent of the animal subjects.

The Bad News
Despite the progress 1989 has brought,
there are disturbing developments. The
Cosmetic, Toiletry, and Fragrance Association (CTFA), an industry trade group,
is preparing to launch a million-dollar lobbying campaign to undermine the humane
community's efforts to restrict or eliminate
animal testing of personal-care products.
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In a June letter, CFTA President E. Edward Kavanaugh exhorted the trade group's
members to contribute to the war chest, inveighing against "animal-rights fanatics."
A copy of this confidential letter was obtained by The HSUS, which issued a press
release criticizing the cosmetics industry
for its schizophrenia: while individual
companies make public statements about
their efforts to eliminate animal testing,
their trade association (with their apparent
approval) is making private plans to ensure
the continuation of animal testing.
Especially disturbing are recent statements and actions by Avon that seemingly undermine the progressive steps the
company has made. An Avon representative stated that the company, despite its
earlier announcement, was leaving its options open to conduct some forms of
animal testing. Avon is also participating
in the CTFA action plan. The HSUS has
asked Avon for clarification of its new
policy.
Another concern is that animal testing
of cosmetics ingredients will continue even
after companies announce an end to animal
testing of their products. Avon, for example, will continue to sell cosmetics containing new ingredients that have been tested
on animals by suppliers, according to a
company spokesperson. Such ingredient
testing is conducted by third-party suppliers, such as Dow Chemical, DuPont,
and Monsanto. As cosmetics companies
phase out animal testing of their products,
the animal-protection community will increasingly turn its attention to animal
testing of ingredients by suppliers.

The Future
"Despite the bad news about the CTFA's
battle plan, Avon's conflicting statements,
and the industry's reliance on animal-tested
ingredients, the humane community is
likely to remember 1989 as the year the
logjam on animal testing broke," observed
Dr. Martin Stephens, director of The
HSUS's Laboratory Animals Department.
An editorial on cosmetics testing in a recent Christian Science Monitor affirmed
what the humane community has been saying for years: "Few would argue that the
benefits from these products warrant the
•
cruelty to animals."
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The Hidden Canadian Seal Hunt
Older pups killed out of publicity's glare
@fhile many believe that the infamous slaughter of Canadian harp seals ended two
years ago, this is, regrettably, not the case.
The slaughter of young seals continues at
an alarming rate: according to the latest
preliminary figures from the Ministry of
Fisheries and Oceans in Canada, 66,175
seals were killed during the 1989 seal hunt.
Last year, more than 80,000 seals were
reported killed.
While the killing of whitecoat seal pups
has been banned, it is still legal to hunt and
kill harp seals when they are ten to fourteen days old, when the white fur molts.
The body parts of these young seals are in
demand for luxury furs and leather,
frivolous trinkets such as keychains, dolls,
and toy slippers, and aphrodisiacs in Far
East markets.
The banning of whitecoat seal killing has
only preserved the seal pups' lives for two
more weeks. Once the white fur is gone,
the seals can be legally taken. And while

Canada now prohibits the large, commercial, ship-based hunts so visible in the past,
an insidious and hidden seal hunt continues
unabated. Sealing today takes place from
smaller boats, and there is concern that
possibly more seals are suffering cruel
deaths now than during the height of the
highly publicized whitecoat hunt of years
past.
Today, the vast m~ority of seals are shot
in the water using rifles. Many seals are
wounded and eventually drown in the process. Other seals sink below the surface
long before the sealers can recover them.
HSUS Vice President John Grandy has
sent a strongly worded message to Tom
Siddon, Minister of Fisheries and Oceans
in Canada, condemning the practice and
urging him to halt the hunt of older pups.
We ask our members to write Tom Siddon,
Minister of Fisheries and Oceans, House
of Commons, Ottawa, K1A-OA6, Canada,
and tell him you are outraged by the seal
slaughter.
•

Although clubbing of whitecoat harp seals (above) has ended, older pups can be legally taken in Canada. Seals still suffer cruel deaths, out of protesters' sight.
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